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cases—the lowest percentage of any
other circuit—and dismisses 87 percent
of its appeals in brief, unsigned opin-
ions according to the Washington Post.
While efficiency is laudable, justice is
the goal.

On June 30, 2000, the President nomi-
nated Roger Gregory to fill the va-
cancy on the Fourth Circuit that has
been open for a decade. Roger Gregory
is a highly qualified and well respected
attorney from Richmond, Virginia. He
graduated summa cum laude from Vir-
ginia State University and received his
J.D. from the University of Michigan.
He has an extensive federal practice, is
an accomplished attorney, and was de-
scribed by Commonwealth Magazine as
one of Virginia’s ‘‘Top 25 Best and
Brightest.’’

When he is confirmed, Roger Gregory
will fill the longest-standing vacancy
in the nation. He will bring energy and
insight to the Fourth Circuit. In addi-
tion, as an African-American, he will
bring much-needed diversity to the
bench.

The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals
does not look like America, and it
never has. No African-American has
ever served on the Fourth Circuit. In
fact, it is the only circuit court in the
nation without minority representa-
tion.

This should trouble all of us. Justice
cannot be served without a diversity of
views and experiences expressed in the
rooms where decisions are made.

As the Supreme Court noted when it
barred discrimination in the selection
of juries, the exclusion of minorities or
women from the deliberative process
removes ‘‘qualities of human nature
and varieties of human experience, the
range of which is unknown or perhaps
unknowable.’’

The absence of minority representa-
tion on the Fourth Circuit is especially
troubling, however, since the Fourth
Circuit has the largest percentage of
African-Americans of any circuit in the
nation. In our circuit, twenty-three
percent of our population is African-
American. Yet not one of the judges on
the Fourth Circuit is African-Amer-
ican. Mr. President, it’s time for a
change. In fact, it’s past time.

There have been several efforts in the
past to integrate this circuit, but these
efforts have been blocked. The Admin-
istration has tried since 1995 to inte-
grate this circuit, but the ‘‘blue slips’’
for these nominees simply weren’t re-
turned, effectively thwarting those
nominees.

I have argued for years that Virginia
deserves another seat on the bench. Fi-
nally late last fall, we in Virginia were
given an opportunity to fill one of the
vacancies. We seized the opportunity
and after an extensive and thorough
search and vetting process—including
time-consuming ABA screenings and
FBI background checks—Roger Greg-
ory was nominated by the Administra-
tion. We now have a chance to correct
this gross inequity on the Fourth Cir-
cuit. Roger Gregory has the support of
both Senators from Virginia.

There is time to move this nominee.
Immediately before we began our Au-
gust recess, the Judiciary Committee
held a hearing and three judges were
voted out of the Committee just six
days after they were nominated. Of the
last 12 judges confirmed by the Senate,
11 were confirmed within three months
of nomination.

In 1992, another presidential election
year in which the White House was
controlled by one party and the Senate
by another, Senate Democrats con-
firmed 66 nominees to the federal
bench. Eleven of those were Circuit
Court judges, and six of the Circuit
Court judges were confirmed later than
July of that year. Three were con-
firmed in August, two in September,
and one in October.

And presidential candidate George W.
Bush has called on the Senate to ap-
prove judicial nominees within 60 days.
The sixty days for Roger Gregory
passed on August 30. It is time to grant
Mr. Gregory the courtesy of a hearing.

The late, renowned Judge Spotswood
Robinson integrated the D.C. Circuit in
1966. He, too, came from Richmond,
Virginia. It is time for another
Richmonder, Roger Gregory, to break
another barrier. We have already wait-
ed too long.

I urge the Judiciary Committee to
move the nomination of Roger Greg-
ory, and grant him a hearing.

I yield the floor.
f

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:40 p.m.,
recessed until 2:18 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
ENZI).

f

TO AUTHORIZE EXTENSION OF
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the postcloture debate on
H.R. 4444, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 4444)
to authorize extension of nondiscriminatory
treatment (normal trade relations treat-
ment) to the People’s Republic of China, and
to establish a framework for relations be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, with deep
respect, I ask unanimous consent to
yield first to the distinguished chair-
man, Mr. ROTH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from North
Carolina for his usual courtesy.

Mr. President, I rise today to encour-
age my colleagues to support the mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 4444 and to pass
this legislation without amendment.
Our vote on normalizing trade rela-
tions with China will mark the most
significant vote we take in this Con-
gress. Indeed, it will be one of the most
important votes we will take during
our time in the Senate.

At the outset, I want to be clear—be-
cause of PNTR’s significance and be-
cause we have so little time left before
the 106th Congress adjourns, I will op-
pose all amendments to PNTR, regard-
less of their merit.

The House bill takes the one essen-
tial step that we must take to ensure
that American workers, American
farmers and American businesses reap
the benefits of China’s market access
commitments.

There is nothing that we can add to
this bill that will improve upon its
guarantee that our exporters benefit
from the agreement it took three
Presidents of both parties 13 years to
negotiate with the Chinese.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
adopting this approach because the
risks of going to conference on this
bill, in this political season, are too
great. Bluntly, a vote to amend is a
vote to kill this bill and, with it, any
chance that U.S. workers, farmers, and
businesses will benefit from China’s ac-
cession to the WTO.

The significance of this vote is due
both to the economic benefits that will
flow from opening China’s market to
our exports and the broader impact
that normalizing our trade will have on
our relationship with China. I want to
address each of those points in turn.

Let me clarify, first, what this de-
bate is about. The vote on PNTR is not
a vote about whether China will get
into the World Trade Organization, as
some have said. I assure you that
China will get into the WTO whether
we vote to normalize our trade rela-
tions with China or not.

What this vote is about, as I indi-
cated at the outset, is whether Amer-
ican manufacturers, farmers, service
providers, and workers will get the
benefits of a deal that American nego-
tiators under three Presidents of both
parties fought for 13 years to achieve.
Or, will we simply concede the benefits
of that deal to their European and Jap-
anese competitors for the Chinese mar-
ket?

As I explained just prior to the Au-
gust recess, my reason for supporting
this legislation is first and foremost
because of the benefits that normal-
izing trade with China will offer my
constituents back home in Delaware.

China is already an important mar-
ket for firms, farmers, and workers lo-
cated in my state. Delaware’s exports
to China in many product categories
nearly doubled between 1993 and 1998.
Delaware’s trade with China now ex-
ceeds $70 million.
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What China’s accession to the WTO

means to Delaware is a dramatic fur-
ther opening of China’s markets to
goods and services that are critical to
Delaware’s economy. China, for exam-
ple, is already the second leading mar-
ket for American poultry products
worldwide.

Poultry producers in Delaware and
elsewhere have built that market in
the face of both quotas and high tariffs.
China’s accession to the WTO will
mean that the tariffs Delaware poultry
producers face will be cut in half, from
20 to 10 percent, and quotas that now
limit their access to the Chinese mar-
ket will be eliminated.

Normalizing our trade relations with
China will also make a huge difference
to the chemical and pharmaceutical in-
dustries which make up a significant
share of my state’s manufacturing
base.

In the chemical sector alone, China
has agreed to eliminate quotas on
chemical products by 2002 and will cut
its tariffs on American chemical ex-
ports by more than one-half.

Delaware is also home to two auto-
mobile manufacturing plants, one
Chrysler and one Saturn. Once in the
WTO, China will be obliged to cut tar-
iffs on automobiles by up to 70 percent
and on auto parts by more than one-
half.

The agreement also ensures that U.S.
automobile manufacturers will be able
to sell directly to consumers in China
and finance those sales directly as our
auto companies do here in the United
States.

What holds true for Delaware holds
true for the country as a whole. Inde-
pendent economic analysis by Goldman
Sachs suggests that the package may
mean an increase of as much as $13 bil-
lion annually in U.S. exports to China.
That’s right—$13 billion annually.

What that figure reflects is that Chi-
na’s accession to the WTO will benefit
every sector of the U.S. economy from
agriculture to manufacturing to serv-
ices.

Agriculture tariffs will be cut by
more than half on priority products life
beef, pork, and poultry. China will also
eliminate many of the barriers to sales
of bulk commodities such as wheat,
corn, and rice.

Industrial tariffs would be slashed
across the board by more than one-
half—from an average rate of 24 per-
cent to 9 percent. Equally important,
American exporters will be able to sell
directly to Chinese consumers and
avoid the restrictions imposed on their
sales by the state-owned enterprises
they must currently use to distribute
their products in China.

The deal will create broad new access
for Americans services like tele-
communications, banking and insur-
ance. In particular, I want to stress
that China not only agreed to open its
market to new ventures in the banking
and insurance areas but agreed to
grandfather the existing hard-won mar-
ket access that American financial

service firms have already achieved. I
expect those obligations to be met
fully by the Chinese.

The agreement also provides unprece-
dented safeguards to American manu-
facturers here at home. The agreement
reached this past November permits
the United States to invoke a country-
specific safeguard against imports from
China that may disrupt our markets.
In addition, the agreement allows the
United States to apply special rules re-
garding unfair pricing practices by Chi-
nese firms for 15 years after the agree-
ment goes into force.

The agreement even addresses a con-
cern that has been raised by many con-
cerned with the efforts of China to con-
vert U.S. technology to military uses.
The WTO agreement specifically
obliges China to end the practice of de-
manding that American firms cough up
their manufacturing technology as a
condition of exporting to or investing
in the Chinese market.

Significantly, the agreement and
China’s accession to the WTO gives the
United States rights against Chinese
trade practices that we do not cur-
rently enjoy. It also ensures that the
United States has a forum in which it
will benefit from the support of the
rest of China’s WTO trading partners
should disputes over China’s obliga-
tions arise.

In the Finance Committee we de-
voted many hours to consultations
with the President and his representa-
tives as the negotiations proceeded.

We devoted an equal number of hours
to a review of the agreement finally
reached this past November. I believe I
can speak for my colleagues on the
committee in saying that there was
overwhelming support for the agree-
ment so ably negotiated by Ambas-
sador Barshefsky.

That support is warranted not only
by the terms of the agreement but by
the testimony we heard and the sup-
port expressed from a broad and diverse
spectrum of U.S. interests.

The agreement was supported not
only by U.S. businesses, American
farmers, and groups representing vir-
tually every sector of the U.S. econ-
omy. The agreement garnered the sup-
port of Presidents from Gerald Ford to
George Bush, former Secretaries of
State and Treasury, and an impressive
array of national security specialists
from Richard Perle to General Colin
Powell all of whom underscored the im-
portance of China’s accession to the
WTO and normalizing our trade rela-
tions with China as good not only in
economic terms but in strategic terms
as well.

The testimony before the Finance
Committee left little doubt that Chi-
na’s reemergence as a world power pre-
sents challenges to the world commu-
nity and to U.S. interests. But, the tes-
timony before the committee was un-
equivocal on one point—that our inter-
ests are best served by drawing China
into that community of nations, rather
than isolating China from that commu-
nity through restrictions on trade.

General Powell said it best in his
public statement on PNTR, indicating
that—

* * * from every standpoint—from the
strategic standpoint, from the standpoint of
our national interests, from the standpoint
of our trading and economic interests—it
serves all of our purposes to grant perma-
nent normal trading relations to China.

Opponents of this legislation have
often tried to downplay the importance
of normalizing our trade relations with
China. They argued that we are enti-
tled to the benefit of the WTO agree-
ment based on our bilateral trade ar-
rangements with China dating back to
1979. They argue that we will suffer no
competitive disadvantage if we fail to
take the steps necessary on our end to
comply with our own WTO obligations.

I want to lay that argument to rest.
That argument was contradicted by
Ambassador Barshefsky, by our own
legal counsel, and by every trade ex-
pert consulted by the Finance Com-
mittee.

However, just to make sure, my dis-
tinguished colleague and the ranking
member of the Finance Committee,
Senator MOYNIHAN and I, together with
the chairman and ranking member of
the House Ways and Means Committee,
specifically put that question to the
General Accounting Office.

The GAO has had a team following
the WTO negotiations with the Chinese
closely for several years. We asked
them for their assessment of the terms
of the agreement and whether we could
rely on our 1979 agreement to obtain
the benefits of China’s accession to the
WTO.

The GAO, in testimony before the
committee and in a report it released
prior to House passage of PNTR, con-
cluded that the 1979 bilateral arrange-
ment would not guarantee the rights
three Presidents of both parties spent
13 years negotiating with the Chinese.

According to the GAO, the essential
step in obtaining the benefits of Chi-
na’s accession to the WTO was the pas-
sage of PNTR. Indeed, the GAO empha-
sized that failure to approve PNTR
would ‘‘put U.S. business interests at a
considerable competitive disadvan-
tage’’ in the Chinese market.

In other words, the single step we
must take to obtain the benefits of the
Chinese agreement to open their mar-
kets is the passage of H.R. 4444.

In light of that fact, let me turn
briefly to an explanation of the legisla-
tion before us. The bill authorizes the
President to normalize our trade rela-
tions with China when China has com-
pleted the WTO accession process pro-
vided that the terms of China’s acces-
sion are equivalent to those negotiated
this past November.

That action will assure that Amer-
ican firms, farmers, and workers will
receive the benefit of the bargain Am-
bassador Barshefsky struck with
China.

But, the House bill does considerably
more to ensure that we get the benefit
of our bargain and more to address
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many of the concerns that opponents of
this legislation have raised regarding
China’s human rights practices and
more to encourage the development of
political pluralism in China.

On the trade front, the House bill
provides for the aggressive monitoring
of China’s compliance with its WTO ob-
ligations and the enforcement of U.S.
rights under the WTO agreement.

The bill would offer particular help
to small- and medium-size businesses,
and to workers, in making use of the
remedies available under U.S. law to
address any violations of U.S. WTO
rights or to address any unfair Chinese
trade practices.

In addition, the House bill imple-
ments the special safeguard mecha-
nism that was a part of the November
agreement. In effect, the bill provides
the counterpart in domestic law to the
provisions of the bilateral agreement
that offer import-sensitive industries
in the United States protection in any
dramatic surge in imports from China
that disrupt U.S. markets.

The bill also addresses a concern that
I am sure all of us share with respect
to Taiwan’s economic future. Taiwan
has applied for admission to the World
Trade Organization and its accession
process is essentially complete.

The House bill expresses the sense of
Congress that the WTO should approve
Taiwan’s accession to the WTO at the
same time that it approves China’s. As
a matter of WTO rules, there is no need
to debate Taiwan’s designation or its
relationship to China. The WTO rules
permit the accession of Taiwan regard-
less of its designation.

China has long provided assurances
that it would not stand in the way of
Taiwan’s accession at the same time
China itself enters the WTO, and I ex-
pect China to live up to those assur-
ances, just as the House bill makes
clear.

Apart from securing the trade bene-
fits of China’s accession to the WTO,
the House bill represents an important
step forward on the issues of human
rights, internationally-agreed labor
standards, and religious freedom.

In an innovative approach, the bill
would create a commission made up of
members of both the Congress and the
executive branch, modeled on the suc-
cessful domestic counterpart to the
Helsinki Commission on human rights,
to monitor Chinese practices in those
areas, as well as the development of
the rule of law and democracy.

One of the significant advantages of
the approach adopted by the House bill
is that it ensures a constructive, ongo-
ing review of China’s practices
throughout the year, rather than what
has become an unproductive once-a-
year effort tied to a congressional vote.

More fundamentally, the commission
will ensure that the United States’
concerns and our message to the Chi-
nese leadership regarding Chinese
human rights practices is undiluted by
a debate over whether to renew China’s
trade status.

There are some who have suggested
that the bill should have gone farther.
They suggest that the bill should have
empowered the proposed commission to
address national security concerns as
well.

Those concerns, however, have been
mooted by the recent action taken by
the Senate in the context of the De-
fense authorization bill. I congratulate
my distinguished colleagues, Senators
WARNER, LEVIN, and BYRD, the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
the committee’s ranking member, and
one of the most senior members of that
panel, for proposing the creation of a
separate commission to look at pre-
cisely those issues of national security
and the link between those issues and
our expanding trade relationship with
China.

In sum, the House bill preserves what
we in the Finance Committee sought to
do in the bill we reported out, which
was to ensure that American firms,
farmers, and workers gain the benefits
of the agreement reached this past No-
vember, and take additional steps to
secure those trade benefits and offers a
new approach to addressing U.S. con-
cerns regarding human rights practices
in China.

I believe that H.R. 4444 not only mer-
its our support, but that it strikes a
careful and appropriate balance of the
interests we have in our broader rela-
tionship with China.

For that reason, I intend not only to
support the legislation as drafted, but,
as I said at the outset, I will oppose
any amendment to the House bill no
matter how meritorious the amend-
ment might be standing on its own.

That brings me to my final point.
There are a number of my colleagues
that see this vote as an opportunity to
link other issues to our trading rela-
tionship with China.

I am certain that we will have the
opportunity to debate amendments on
everything from the release of political
prisoners to China’s implementation of
a one-child policy to its recurring
threats against Taiwan to issuers of
weapons proliferation. I respect my
colleagues’ point of view and recognize
that these are serious issues that
should remain a part of the broader di-
alog with China on our bilateral rela-
tions.

What I fundamentally disagree with
is the approach of linking progress in
those areas to our trade with China.

I do so for three reasons. First, the
approach of linking progress to our
trading relations with China has
proved to be a failure. We have tried
the approach of linking progress in
other areas, such as human rights, to
trade and it simply has not worked. It
is time to try a different approach.

Second, the threat of economic sanc-
tions would only work if the target
country believes that there is some-
thing fundamental at risk. Here, I want
us to think through the logic of voting
‘‘no’’ on PNTR. The net effect of a
‘‘no’’ vote on PNTR would be to cut off
U.S. exports to China.

China already has access to our mar-
ket. We do not enjoy reciprocal access
to China’s market. That is what the
WTO agreement provides. In voting
‘‘no’’ on PNTR, we would only be vot-
ing to deny ourselves the benefits of
the WTO agreement to American firms,
farmers, and workers.

Denying ourselves the benefit of the
WTO agreement is simply no threat to
the Chinese. They will simply obtain
the goods, services, and technology
they want from other WTO members.

In other words, even if you accepted
the logic of economic sanctions, voting
‘‘no’’ on PNTR does not serve the ob-
jective of modifying China’s behavior
or the views of its leadership.

Finally, there are some who decry
the pursuit of profit when issues of
human rights and human freedoms are
at stake. While I share their concerns
for human rights conditions in China, I
feel compelled to say that they are
wrong and their criticisms are mis-
placed.

In the end, human freedom is indivis-
ible. It is not neatly divided between
political freedom and economic free-
dom, as some suggest. Economic free-
dom is freedom, pure and unadulter-
ated. The reason is that, absent eco-
nomic freedom, no person has the
wherewithal to defend their political
rights.

What that means in practical terms
in the context of modern China is that
we should do whatever we can to em-
power the Chinese people to pursue
their own course toward freedom.

One essential step toward that goal is
to ensure that the Chinese people are
free to pursue their own economic des-
tiny free from the heavy hand of the
state. That is because the roots of po-
litical pluralism lie in economic inter-
ests that differ from those of the Chi-
nese Communist Government and those
of the Chinese leadership.

The noted Chinese human rights ac-
tivist Fu Sheni, active in defense of
Chinese human rights and political
freedoms since the 1979 Democracy
Wall Movement, has made this point
more eloquently than I can.

In a public statement on PNTR, Fu
emphasized that:

The annual argument over NTR renewal
exerts no genuine pressure on the Chinese
Communists and performs absolutely no role
in compelling them to improve the human
rights situation. . . . [I]mprovement of the
human rights situation and advancement of
democracy in China must mainly depend on
the greatness of the Chinese people, in the
process of economic modernization, gradu-
ally creating the popular citizen conscious-
ness and democratic conscience and strug-
gling for them. It will not be achieved
through the action of the U.S. Congress in
debating Normal Trade Relations. . . .

Fu’s point was echoed by the China
Democracy Party, founded 2 years ago,
in its public statement on PNTR. In de-
claring its support for China’s acces-
sion to the WTO and for the normaliza-
tion of our trade relations with China,
the Democracy Party stated:

We believe the closer the economic rela-
tionship between the United States and

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:08 Sep 06, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A05SE6.004 pfrm02 PsN: S05PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7966 September 5, 2000
China, the more chances to politically influ-
ence China, the more chances to monitor
human rights, and the more effective the
United States to push China to launch polit-
ical reforms.

The Democracy Party’s statement
went on to say that the Communist
leadership’s power in China is ‘‘planted
in state ownership.’’ A vote for PNTR
is a vote to end the Communist leader-
ship’s monopoly on power within Chi-
nese society. A vote against PNTR
would condemn the Chinese people to
work for the state-owned enterprises
that are the Communist leadership’s
most effective means of political con-
trol.

That is why, beyond the economic
benefits for my home state of Delaware
and for our nation as a whole, I support
normalizing our trade relations with
China. It is a vote for freedom and that
is where I will cast my lot every time.

I thank my colleagues and urge their
support for the motion to proceed and
for passage of this essential legislation.

Once again, I thank my distinguished
colleague from North Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from North Carolina is recog-
nized for up to 15 minutes.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I say
to my distinguished and long-time
friend from Delaware that I seldom dis-
agree with him, but this time I do, and
it is a doozy.

Madam President, the pending bill,
H.R. 4444, which proposes to give per-
manent most-favored-nation trading
status to Communist China, is perhaps
the most ill-advised piece of legislation
to come to the Senate floor in my 28
years as a Senator.

As the Senate considers this issue,
the ultimate question is an ominous
one: Will granting permanent most-fa-
vored-nation status to Communist
China advance the foreign policy inter-
ests of the United States?

My genuine conclusion is that by
doing so, the United States Senate will
be making a mockery of common
sense.

Now, there is no question that giving
permanent most-favored-nation trade
status to China may advance the busi-
ness interests of various sectors of the
U.S. corporate community. But the
Senate, amidst all the high pressure
tactics, must not confuse business in-
terests with the national interest of
the American people.

America’s principal national inter-
est, vis-a-vis mainland China, is to
seek to democratize China, hoping that
China will conduct its foreign relations
in a civilized fashion, and stop behav-
ing in a rogue fashion, as the Chinese
Communists have done for the past 50
years.

We must dare to ponder the most re-
alistic of questions—for example: Will
granting permanent most-favored-na-
tion trade status to Communist China
persuade its rulers to retreat from
their threats to invade Taiwan if Tai-
wan does not negotiate reunification
with the Communist mainland?

Will China all of a sudden cease its
relentless military buildup in the Tai-
wan Strait?

Will China halt its brazen land grabs
in the Spratly Islands?

Will China stop its reckless prolifera-
tion of weapons among its fellow crimi-
nal regimes around the world?

Any Senator answering any such
questions in the affirmative should
wait around until the Sugar Plum
Fairy dances down Lollipop Lane. The
fact is, the United States has had nor-
mal trade relations with Communist
China for the past 20 years. Yet Com-
munist China’s behavior has not im-
proved one iota; it has worsened dra-
matically on every one of these fronts
during those two decades of normal
trade.

Communist China has become more,
not less, threatening to Taiwan during
the past 20 years. Twenty years ago
Communist China was not making in-
cursions across the maritime bound-
aries of the Philippines, but today it is
arrogantly doing so.

Two reports delivered to Congress by
the CIA this year make crystal clear
that China’s weapons proliferation con-
tinues apace—flatly contradicting tes-
timony by the Clinton State Depart-
ment in 1999 before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee of which I happen to
be chairman.

Let’s examine further this exotic pig
in a poke.

As everyone knows—with the pos-
sible exception of anybody on a trip to
the Moon for the past few years—Com-
munist China dramatically lowered its
threshold for using military force
against Taiwan in its notorious White
Paper this past February. For years,
China has assured that it would invade
Taiwan only if Taiwan declared inde-
pendence. That was preposterous on its
face—but now, China says it will in-
vade Taiwan if Taiwan merely delays
reunification talks with China for too
long.

That is not progress to me, Mr. Presi-
dent; it is instead clearly dangerous re-
gression in China’s policy toward Tai-
wan. And guess what. It happened just
3 weeks before the President sent this
legislation to Capitol Hill.

Angry threats against Taiwan have
become more frequent and increasingly
venomous, both in the Chinese press
and from the mouths of Chinese lead-
ers. Recent headlines in Chinese news-
papers have talked of smashing Taiwan
and drowning Taiwan in a sea of fire.
In a March 28 article in the South
China Morning Post, Chinese President
Jiang Zemin was quoted as saying ‘‘If
we were to take military action, it
should be sooner rather than later.’’

The Chinese have also directed those
threats at us. China has repeatedly
threatened to use nuclear weapons
against American cities if the U.S.
comes to Taiwan’s defense. As recently
as April 11, an article appeared in an-
other Hong Kong paper entitled: ‘‘Nu-
clear War Will Certainly Break Out If
The United States Gets Involved’’—
that is to say, Taiwan.

If that attitude is the fruit of normal
trade relations with China, then by all
means, it is indeed bitter fruit.

Lest anyone think that China is
merely engaging in bluster, consider
this: the year 2000 will mark the 11th
straight year that China’s military
budget will increase by double digits.
What is China doing with all that
money?

Well, one thing is a pair of Russian
destroyers armed with the Sunburn
missile, which skims the sea at Mach
2.5—about 2,000 miles per hour—and has
an effective range of 65 miles and can
carry nuclear warheads. In answer to a
question I asked at a Foreign Relations
Committee hearing in February, the
Secretary of State replied: ‘‘The ter-
minal flight path of the Sunburn
makes it very difficult for any U.S. de-
fense system, including Aegis, to track
and shoot down the Sunburn.’’

China began shopping for this missile
just after we sent carriers near Taiwan
in 1996; China has spent over $2 billion
for two destroyers and at least thirty-
two missiles.

Madam President, I doubt that the
American people will be heartened to
know that our $68 billion trade deficit
with China helped pay for this latest
Chinese threat to American sailors.

And this is just the tip of the iceberg.
Other Chinese weapons purchases (that
the American taxpayers are financing
through our trade policies) include
Russian advanced fighters, air-to-air
missiles, and submarines. Most, if not
all, of this weaponry is designed for a
Taiwan scenario, helping to tip the bal-
ance of power in that region further
and further away from democratic Tai-
wan and toward the Communists in
Beijing.

This is yet another product of our
let’s trade-at-any-cost policy with
China.

That is the reason I am here today to
speak against this piece of legislation.
It may pass, but it will never do it with
my vote or my support.

Madam President, I earlier men-
tioned increased Chinese aggression in
the Spratly Islands. We must bear in
mind that, in 1995, China seized some
small islands called Mischief Reef in
the South China Sea. Mischief Reef is
just 100 miles off the coast of the Phil-
ippines and over 1,000 miles from the
Chinese mainland. With this brazen
land grab having gone unopposed, even
verbally, by anyone other than our
Philippine allies, China reached out
again in late 1998.

In October of that year, China began
a crash construction project and by
January of 1999, had replaced some
ramshackle huts on Mischief Reef with
permanent structures that have been
frequented by Chinese warships and are
deemed as dual-use capable by military
experts.

Twenty years of annual trade favors
to China were not enough to ward off
these blatant violations of inter-
national norms, but I, for one, await
with bated breath the day when China
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withdraws from Mischief Reef because
of pressure from the World Trade Orga-
nization.

Don’t hold your breath, Madam
President; it’s not going to happen.

We can also see the absurdity of U.S.
policy toward China by taking a look
at China’s proliferation record. In 1998,
President Clinton certified that China
could be trusted—let me repeat that.

He certified that China could be
trusted with our nuclear materials,
paving the way for the longstanding
desire of some U.S. companies to ex-
port nuclear reactors to China. Then,
in testimony before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in March 1999, Assist-
ant Secretary of State Stanley Roth
gave China a clean bill of health on
proliferation.

I am not kidding. That is so.
Mr. Roth stated that China had actu-

ally become part of the solution to pro-
liferation problems.

It didn’t take long for Assistant Sec-
retary Roth’s testimony to be exposed
as—let me find a gentle word—maybe
‘‘incomplete’’ is the nicest word I can
find. In April 1999, the Washington
Times reported that China was con-
tinuing its secret transfer of missile
and weapons technology to the Middle
East and South Asia. A follow-up story
in July detailed China’s continuing
shipments of missile materials to
North Korea. These press reports were
verified twice this year by none other
than the Central Intelligence Agency
in its semi-annual proliferation reports
to Congress.

But I guess we are supposed to be-
lieve that more trade will solve that
sort of problem.

But I am not convinced—not by my
distinguished friend from Delaware,
not by all of the businessmen who have
called on me, not by anybody.

In sum, Communist China’s foreign
policy behavior has become increas-
ingly antithetical to U.S. national in-
terests during the past 20 years of so-
called ‘‘normal’’ trade relations. It is
difficult to see how making the status
quo permanent will cause any improve-
ment whatsoever.

Of course, the direction of China’s
foreign policy will hinge largely on
whether the Chinese government de-
mocratizes and begins to treat its own
people better than under the existing
Communist regime.

All of us know the horror stories of
things perpetuated against the Chinese
people by their own government. But
here again, the record of engagement—
or shall I state it more clearly, ap-
peasement—has yielded miserable re-
sults.

In fact, China was somewhat more in-
clined toward reform 15 years ago than
it is today. In the mid-and-late 1980s,
China’s leadership at least express
some sympathy for reform, and for the
students and others who were demand-
ing it. But these reforms were ousted,
replaced by hardline Stalinists who
massacred the students and began a
decade-long campaign of brutal repres-

sion. You can’t describe it any way
otherwise. Senator WELLSTONE and I
will have more to say about human
rights in China at a later time, but I
believe the U.S. State Department’s
1999 Human Rights Report says it all.

This is not JESSE HELMS. This is the
State Department of the United States
of America. And the last time I
checked it was under the purview of a
fellow named Bill Clinton.

The State Department said:
The Chinese Government’s poor human

rights record deteriorated markedly
throughout the past year, as the Government
intensified efforts to suppress dissent.

Do you want to hear that again?
The State Department of the United

States said: ‘‘The Chinese Govern-
ment’s poor human rights record dete-
riorated markedly throughout the past
year, as the Government’’—meaning
the Chinese Government—‘‘intensified
efforts to suppress dissent.’’

Many supporters of this legislation,
if not most, insist that the way to im-
prove this miserable situation is to re-
ward Communist China with perma-
nent most-favored-nation trade status.
Madam President, I find absolutely no
evidence whatsoever to support such an
assertion.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Idaho is recognized for up to 15 min-
utes.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, thank
you very much.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN follow me to make his
opening statement on PNTR, and that
he use such time as he may consume
for that statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

FOREST FIRES
Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I

asked for time in our schedule today so
that I might be joined with other West-
ern Senators and those Senators con-
cerned about the catastrophic fires
that have been sweeping across public
lands in the West for the last month
and a half.

Coincidentally, today is the first day
of school across our Nation. Many of
our children in elementary schools are
going to be asked by their teachers:
What did you do during your summer
vacation? For the next few moments, I
will suggest to you that this is my
opening speech following my summer
vacation. Let me tell you what I did
during my summer vacation.

I went home to my beautiful State of
Idaho and watched it burn—hundreds
of thousands of acres of timberland,
grassland, wild habitat, and environ-
mentally sensitive land burned with
catastrophic fires that were too dan-
gerous, too hot, and too powerful to
put firefighters in the face of to try to
stop them and protect these beautiful
natural resources.

In fact, I never thought I would re-
turn to Washington, DC, in search of

clean air. But it is true. The air is
cleaner over our Nation’s Capital today
than it is in my beautiful State of
Idaho, or Montana, or those Great
Basin States of the West that are
known for spaciousness, vistas, and
clean air.

This year’s fire season may well
prove to be the worst in half a century.
All of our 11 Western States, as well as
Kansas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and
Texas, are reporting very high and ex-
treme fire danger levels today.

As I speak, large fires are actively
burning in California, Colorado, Flor-
ida—a little less so in Idaho today be-
cause it rained during the night, and it
rained over the weekend. But it is true
in Louisiana and Mississippi—a little
less true in Montana because of that
same rainstorm—Nevada, New Mexico,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon,
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wyo-
ming.

The map I have to my left dem-
onstrates the character and the wide-
spread nature of these fires. It isn’t co-
incidental, nor is it unique, that most
of these fires would be found on public
lands—land managed by Federal land
management agencies of this Govern-
ment.

As of last week, the National Inter-
agency Fire Center reports that 81
large fires are burning presently, cov-
ering nearly 1.7 million acres of land.
The acres burned year to date exceed
6.5 million acres nationwide. That is
over twice the 10-year average to date.

The reason I keep using the word ‘‘to
date’’ is because we are now in the
early days of September, and normal
fire seasons will run late into Sep-
tember—and even later into October in
California and other places down to-
ward and including the Southwest. The
total number of fires on public lands
has surpassed 74,000. Let me repeat
that: 74,000 fires on public lands. That
is almost 13,000 fires higher than the
10-year average.

Nationally, wildfires this year have
burned an area larger than our neigh-
boring State to the District, Maryland.
In other words, envision the entire
State of Maryland charred by fire.
That is how many acres have been con-
sumed by fire in our Nation this year.

There are roughly 26,000 firefighters
battling wildfires. We have run out of
trained firefighters and are preparing
550 new Army troops to assist fire
crews. This is in addition to over 2,000
soldiers already deployed to fire crews
nationwide, as well as firefighters from
3 different foreign countries—Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand. All of the
personnel fighting fires deserve our
heartfelt thanks for their efforts and
their dedication. And yes, we have also
lost lives of firefighters.

Current estimates suggest that near-
ly $120 million was spent in August
alone fighting wildfires. The National
Interagency Fire Center in Boise re-
ports it is spending $18 million a day on
fire suppression and related efforts.
Last week, the Federal Government re-
ported that it has spent $626 million so
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